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Although the design of the writing tas^ itself mav 
present assessment problems, the scoring of the piece of writinq 
-ht?*! - f greatest difficulties for large-scale testing of writing 
fi H^'. investigated whether teachers and staff members of 

the Soutnwest Begional Labc^atory (SWHL) (1) scored the same way. (21 
apeea with each other in scoring, and (3) agreed with themselves 
when rescoring the same writing saoplp. Writing samples from 2§3 
third grade and ZMB sixth grade students were obtained from *he 1980 
cpmposition se^ion of the Survey of Issential Skills adminiitered by 

5^®"^?^ unified School iDistrict. Samples were evaluated by 
the SMSL-developed aethods. Besults indicated that teachers and SHRL 
scorers highly agreed on their patings. Even greater agreement was 
tound among SHRL scorers alone, and when the SWSL scorers cescored 
writing samplea, they were highly consistent in their scoring 
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THE SCORING OF WRITING SAMPLES: A STUDY 
Bruce Cronnel 1 



ABSTRACT 

A study was conducted to determFne the reliability of scorers when 
ratinn writing samples with the SWRL-developed method for evaluating 

writing sampltiS. Teachers and SWRL scorers were found to agree highly 
on their ratings of writing samples. Even greater agreement was found 
among SWRL scorers alone, and when the SWRL scorers rescored writing 
samples, they were very consistent In thei r scori ng. 



This report was prepared under Contract No. 
4OO-30'0iO8 with the National Institute of 
\ * Education, Department of Education. Its con- 

^ tents do not necessarily reflect the views of 

sO " the National Institute of Education or of any 

JO other agency of the United States Government. 
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THE SCORING OF WRITING SAMPLES: A STUDY 
Sruca Cronnal 1*^ 

A vaiid measure of writing ability shoyld include at least one 
writing sample-- that is^ an actual piece' of wrl ting. Although the 
design of the writing task itself may present assesiment problems ^ 
the scoring of Che piece of writing raises the greatest difficulties 
for large-scale testing of writing ablilty. 

Humes (I98O) has developed a method of icoring writing iamples tha 
has the following features: 

1. It Is closely related to the specific prompt for the writing 
sample. 

2. It does not require training. 

3* It can be used quickly (usuaily 1^3 minute-i per paper at the 
elementary level). 

4, It provides diagnostic information. 
In an earllar study (Humes, 1979), the writing-sample scoring systam 
v/as also found to be reliable-- that li, differant scorers tended to 
assign the same scohi for the same piece of writing. The present 
study was instigated to investigate additional questions of reliabrlltyf 

1. Do teachers and SWRL staff mambari score the same? 

2. Do SWRL staff members , agree with each other in scoring? 
3* Do SWRL staff members agree with themselves when rescoring 

the same writing sample? 

*v - - - 

"The following staff members provided considarable assistance in 
this study: Toni Prattj Caroline Fieker, Joseph Lawlor, Larry Gentry^ 
Ann Humes^ William Brock. 
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Th^ writing saniples used to study tht^^e questions were obtained from 
tha 1980 admlnistratian of the Composition section of the Survey of Essential 
Ski 1 Is-, (SES) administered by the Los Angeles Unified School District 
(Cronnell, Uwlor, Gentry, Humes, & Maltbie, 1980). The 1980 SES included 
a vvriting sample at grades 3 and 6, In grade 3» students were presented 
With a picture and asked to write a story about It; see Appendix A for 
the grade 3 writing prompt^ scoring key, and scoring guide. In grads 
6, students were asked to a write a letter to a friend, telling 
the friend to watch a television program and giving reasons why the 
friend should watch the program; sass AppendiK B for the grade 6 writing 
prompt, scoring key , and scoring guide* 

Writing samples were obtained from 12 third-grade clases (263 
students) and 10 sixth-grade clases (248 students). These claiies were 
fror four schools; the distribution of classes is shown below. 
* Number of Classes 

SchoQ 1 Grade 3 Grade 6 ' 

A 6 4 . 

B k k 

C ' 1 1 
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Do ceachers and SWRL staff members score the same ? 

All the writing samples had been scored by classroom teachers, using 
the scoring guide printed in the d i ract ions for administering the SES; no other 
assistance was provided by SWRL. Each classroom set of writing samples 
was scored by two SWRL staff members, distributed as shown in Table 1. 
All four staff members used for this scoring were highly experienced in 
composition and in other language-arts areas. ■ 

Table 1 

Distribution of Classroom Sets to SWRL Scorers 



(jrade 3 S c hoo 1 C lass Scorers 

11 AC 

2 BC 

3 AB 

h CD 

5 AD 

6 ' B D 

2 1 AC 

2 B D 

3 AB 

k CO 

3 I B D 
k 1 AD 

Grade 6 1 7 AD 

8 • BC 

- 9 ^ AB 

10 ' CD 

2 5 AC 

6 B D 

7 A , D 

8 BC 

3 2 AC 
!• 2 BC 



si- 
X. 



Wh en papers are scored according to Appendices 
A and B), each paper Is given a. rating on i ha ratings-^ 

3, 2, and 1-^- indicate good, accaptable, i - rformance, 

respectively. In order to assign each c , ^oslte score, 

a total was computed of all the 3^ 2^ a m 

The average scores for each class able 2. In general, 

the three scores for each class are wit po cs of each other. 

In grade 3i teachers tended to score hie SWRL scorers; in grade 

6, they tended to score lower. But at buih yiade levels, teachers scored 
higher than SWRL scorers on Content, but lower on Form (and Format-'--in 
grade 6). SWRL scorers also differed in a consistent pattern: scorer C 
tended to score higher than the other SWRL scorers, while scorer 0 tended 
to score lower. 

The interrater correlations fGuilford & Fruchter, 1978, p, 270) 
range from ,29 to .91 (see £ in Table 2). Except for thrae classes, the 
correlations are higher than ,50,^'^ The correlations for one-third 
of the classes were over ,80* Overall, these corrUat ions Indicate that 
there is a relatively high agreement among scOMrs, 



'^Other ways of computing composite scores are possible. For example. 
Content criteria could be given twice the value of Form criteria^ 
or specific criteria could be weighted more heavily than others* 

'Visual analysis suggests that the low correlations tend to result 
from erratic teacher scoring^-^both much higher and much lower than the 
SWRL scoring. In some^ cases the higher/lower teacher scores cannot be 
Interpreted (that Is, the paper is Glearly hot that good/bad). One possible 
reason for such discrepancies Is that some papers my have been 
inadvertantly mixed up (so that teacher and SWRL scores are actually for 
different papers) ; another possibinty is that teachers were unduly 
influenced by their prior knowledge of students. 
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Table 2 

Average Clasi Scores and Correlations 

School Class Teacher SWRL Scorers Mean r 









A 


B 


C 


D 






! 


1 


18.7 


19.0 




19.8 




19.1 






2 


19.8 




22.2 


22.8 




21 .6 


.58 




3 


19.6 


20.2 


20.6 






20. 1 


58 




k 


19.2 






2'J.4 


17.9 


19.2 


.78 




5 


25.0 


' 24.7 






24.9 


24.9 


.56 




6 


19.2 




16.8 




16.4 


17.2 


58 


2 


1 


23.4 


22.7 




24.0 




23.4 


.83 


- 


2 


20.5 


• 


18.9 




18.9 


19^5 


.47 




3 


23.8 


22.3 


21.5 






22.5 


.83 




^ 


. 26.5 






25.8 


24.2 


25.5 


.76 


3 


1 


15.7 




17.2 




16.6 


16.5 


.84 


li 


1 


26. 1 


25.6 






25.7 


25.8 


.78" 


1 


7 


28.0 


30.2 






28.8 


29.0 


.69 




8 


29.8 




28.5 


30 7 










9 


26 . 9 


26.7 


26.9 






26.8 


.87 




10 


28. 1 






28.8 , 


J6.3 


27.7 


.85 


2 


5 


30.8 


31.1 




. 31 .8 




31.2 


.37 




6 


27.1 




28.6 




28. 1 


28.0 


.29 




7 


29.9 


30.6 






30.2 


30.2 


.87 




8 


31.3 




30.5 


32.4 




31.4 


.69 


3 


2 


25.9 


27.6 




28.4 




27.3 


.67 




2 


25.0 




29.2 


30.4 . 




28.2 


;52 
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Hillocks (1980) reports that it takes a great deal of training and 
practice tq^obtaln reliabilities around ,90 for a primary-trii cs kind 
of scoring: eight hours for two scorers, 20 hours for three scorars. 
Thus, the present resul ts^'-wi th no training, no practice, and no com- 
mynication among scorers-^are really quite good. 

Whan scoring Individual criteria, at least two of the three 
scorers agreed 96I of the time (see Tables 3 and k) . In grade 3, all 
three scorers agreed S2% or the time; in grade 6, 45% of the time. When 
a scorer disagreed with the other two, it was generally by only one 
rating point (except for Jthe grade 3 indentation cr 1 ter ion-^'-number S--^ 
where 3 and 1 were the only possible ratings). Interestingly, when there 
was disagreement, the person in disagreement tended to be one of the 
SWRL scorers rather than the teacher. Complete agreement was high on 
grade 6 Format criteria and on those criteria for which only two ratings 
were possible: creativity (number 5) in both grades and indentation 
in grade 3. With the eKception of the indentation criteribn,, complete 
agreement was higher on Content criteria than on Form criteria^ 



Table 3 
Scoring Agreement: Grade 3 



W 1 1 I 1 w^i 1 


3 


2/1 


2/1- 


1/1, 


Content 










1. (Title) 


521 


451 


21 


11 


2. (Characters) 


57 


ill 


1 


1 


3. (Story 1 1 ne) 


'43 


51 


1 


5 


k. (Conclusion) 


38 


54 


1 


6 


5. (Creati vity) 


66 


34 


_ 


= 




51 


45 


1 


3 


Form 










6 ( i ndentat i on) 


88 




12 




(Capi tal i zat ion) 


47 


42 


4 


7 


8, (Periods) 


55 


40 


3 


2 


9. (Spelling) 


37 


57 


2 


4 


10. (Legibility) 


36 


59 




5 


Subtotal 


il 


39 


4 


4 


Total 


52 


42 


2 


4 



Note: 3 = all three scorers agree 
2/1 " two scorers agree; third 
2/1- = two scorers a^ree; third 
^ 1/1/1 ^ no agreement (i*e., each 
different rating) 



scorer' d i sagrees by one point 
scorer disagrees by two points 
of the three scorers used a 



Scori ng 

C r i te ri on 

Con tent 

1 . ^ (Poi nt of view) 

2 . ( Fee lings) 

3. (Reasons) 

(Content conventions) 
5* (Creativity) 

Subtota 1 

Fo rma t 

6. (inclusion) 
7* (Placement) 

. Snbtotal 
Form 

8; (Complete sentences) 

9. (Correct grammar) 

10. (Cipi tal I zat I on/punctuat Ion) 

1 1 . (Spel 1 ing) 

12. (Leg i bi j I ty/ i nden tat ion) 

\ Subtota ! 
Total 



less than 0.5^ 
Note: See key for Table 3, 
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Table k 

Agreement: Grade 6 

3 2/1 2/1- 1/1/1 



571 


371 


31 


21 


32 


55 


4 


8 


36 


57 


3 


5 


34 


62 


2 


3 . 


59 


41 






kk 


50 


2 


4 


73 


24 


- 


2 




43 




2 




34 




2 


ko 


48 


5 


7 


37 


53 


3 


7 


40 


56 


2 


2 


38 


57 




4 


36 


57 


2 


4 




|4 


Z 


5^ 


45 


49 


2 


4 


I'i 
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On the original scoring by 4WRL staff members, only two staff 
members scored each set of papers. As reported above, there was relatively 
high agreement on scores. To look at SWRL scoring onjy, new sets of 
writing sample^vere compiled, using two papers randomly selected from 
each class. These papers were scored by all four or I gi nal scorers 
plus two new SWRL scorers: one was the author of. the writing-sample 
prompt, scoring key, ^ and scoring guide, and is highly experienced in 
composition and in other language-arts areas; one had assisted In data 
reduction for this study, but otherwise had no experience In composition 
and very little experience In language arts* 

The interrater correlation (Guildford^ s Fruchter,: 1978, p. 270) 
for the avarage scores at both grade levels was ,87* Scoring agreements . 
for individual criteria are given In Tables 5 and 6, The level of 
complete agreement Jn grade 3 and 271 In grade 6) Is. rather high 

considering the number of scorers Involved, and two=thirds agreement 
was found BB% of the time in grade 3 and 831 of the time in grade 6. 
interestingly, complete agreement was never found on the grade 3 
legibility criterion (number 10) or on the grade 6 creativity criterion 
(number 5)--al though the grade 6 creativity criterion had the highest 
level of complete agreement of any criterion.- The new, inexperienced .. 
SWRL scorer was the primary source of disagreement on ratings. 
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■ Table 5 

Scoring Agreement by Six Scorers t Grade 3 



Crit erion 6 S/^ 5/1- t|/2 kll" klM\ 3/3 3/3- 3/2/1 
Content 



Fo 



1. 


5^% 


131 


2^ 




k% 










29 


33 


2 1 




1 3 








3., 


17 


38 


29 






8 




8 






TO 








0 






5. 


-83 


8 


8 












Subtotal 


^3 


28 






3 


J* 




3 




















6. 






a 


13I 






13% 




7. , - 


29 


38 


13 




i* 


13 




k 


8. 


33 


2i 


25 






13- 




k 


9. 


38 


17 


17 




i* 


25 






10, 




33 


38 




, 17 - 


'8 




k 


Subtotal 




23 


i H 


3 


5 


11 ■ 


3 , 


3 


tal 


r. 

39 


25 


*_ 19 


1 


k 


8 


■ 1 


3 



^less than 0,5%^ 

Notes 6 ^ a1 1 six scorers agree 

5/1 ^ five scorers agreei sixth scorer disagrees by one 
po I nt 

5/1^. five scorers agreei sixth scorer disagrees by two 
points 

4/2 - four scorers agreei othir two agree, but off by one 

po int - - 

kll- ^ four scorers agreei other two agree, but off by two 

points • 

4/1/1 ^ four scorers agreei other two each at different scores 

3/3 ^ scorers splint evenly, but disagree by one point 

3/3^ ^ scorers split evenly, but disagree by two points 
3/2/1 ^ three scorers agrees two scorers agreei one scorer 
, aione 



^^^^ 



\ ■ 
\ 



Table 6 

Scoring Agreement by Six Scorers'i Grade 6 



Cr i ter ion 


i 


S/1 


5/1- 


W2 4/2- 


4/1/1 


343 


3/3- 3/2/1 


Content 




• 














70* 


5% 


51 


5% . 


51 


5% 




2. 


30' 


35 


5 


10 


5 




15 


3. 


,25 


30 




30 




10 


5 


U. 


' 20 


5 




20 


15 


35 




5. 




■80 




10 




10 




Subtotal 


29 


31 


2 


15 


5 


12 


6 


Format 
















6. 


35 


25 




30 


5 


5 




7. 


25 


kO 




25 


10 






Subtotal 


30 


33 




28 


8 


3 




Form 
















a. 


iO 


20 


5' 


25 ' 




10 


10 


9. 


15 


30 






5 


,25 




10. 


25 


15 




kO 


10 




10 


• 11. 




25 




20 




5 


.10 


12. 


, 5 


15 










' .10 


Subtoia) 


11 


21 


1 


M 




ii 


' ' ' ■ .. ' % 


Total 


27 


2/ 


1 


23 ' 
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Notes See key for Table 5' 



Do SWRL staff members agree with themse Ives when rescorlng the saiiia 
wri t inc| sample? 

Another. re 1 iabi 1 1 ty GOncern is whether a scorer will score the 
same paper the same way at two different times. To investigate thiSj 
approKimately two weeks after the original SV/RL scoring had been completedi 
each scorer was given a set of papers comprised of three papers randomly 
selected from each c^ass that the scorer had originally scored. These 
papers wer(g rescored without referenca to the first scoring. ^ 

The Interrater correlations (Guildford fi Fruchter, 1978| p, 270) 
.were very high In grade li ,96 for scorer A, ,84 for scorer B, ,9^ for 
scorer and .95 for scorer D, Thay were somewhat loweri although still 
quite good, in grade 6: .82 for A, .79 for .81 for and .92 for D. 
On Individual criteria, identical ratings were given on both scorings 
Si I of the time in grade 3 (see Table 7) and 771 of the time in grada 6 
(see Table 8). A^hen the two scorings differed, the difference was 
nearly alvyays by only one rating point, with the original rating more, 
frequently higher than the secortd rating. 
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Table 7 

Rescorlng Agreement i Grade 3 



Cr 1 tftr ion 




s 


0+1 


0-1 


0+2 


Content 












1. ' 




78% 




. 8% 




2. 




89 


k 


7 




3. 




75 


15 


10 




k. 




79 


17 






5. 




83 


13 






Subtotal 




8i 


13 


7 




Form 












6. 


e 


99 








7. 




79 


1 1 


8 


1% 


8. 




88 


6 


6 




. 9. 




67 


22 


1 1 




10. 




78 


18 


3 


% 
\ 


Subtotal 




' M 


H 


1 


1 


Tobal 




81 


12 


6 


J* 



0-2 



1 



^ less than 0.5% 

Notes ^ ^ same score both times 

0+1/ f original higher by one point 
0-1 ^ original lower by one point 
."0+2 ^ original higher by two points. 
„ 0-2 ^ original lower by two points 
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Table 8 





Rescor 1 ng Agreement i 


Grade 


6 




p p 1 f s p 1 fsr\ 

V 1 1 t C 1 1 Wl i 




0+1 


■0—1 






Content 












1. 


92* . 


7% 






2% 


2. 


77 




81 




2 


3. 


m 


20 


10 




2 




85 


8 


1 








87 


12 


2 






Subtotal 


82 


12 


5 




1 


Format 












&• 


' 73 


20 


7 








75 


18 


7 






Subtotal. 


,v7^^ 


19 


7 






Form 












8, 


72 


10 ■ 


,: 18, . 






9. 


62 


1 8 ■ 


20 






10. 


. - 72 


13 


15 






11 


8o 


13 


7 






12, 


77 


15 


■ 8 






' SubtoUl 


72' 




Jl 






Total 


77 ' • 




9 




A- 



Notes See key for Table 7« 
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CONCUUSiONS 

This study of wr! ting-sanipie seori ng i nd i cates that untrainid 
scorers, working from a well designed scoring guide, can rate writing 
samples with a high degree of agretintont. £yan greater agreement could 
undoubtedly be obtained if the scorers were trained and (ronitored. 
However, because the current method is so inexpensive , (a teacher can 
score the papers for her or his class In an hour or so), it remains 
practical for the large-scale assessment of writing ability. 
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APPENDIX A 
GRADE 3 WRITING SAMPLE'^ 

PROMPT 




Look At the piotuft of thMt aaimilf, ^tb aiwuli art 
wtarmg ikatM. Tk% i^mk^V aame is Bquaw. At d^hAnfii 
ia Fla^. Writt a rtory about tbt pic^rt and^^e ^bu^ 
inlt. ^ _^ ,, 

• TeU lometiuog i^ut tlie way Uim^ 1^ 

• TeU what th^ do topper on thdr dutu. 

4 • Kavs lomiitUag •b'aa^ or Amny happen to thoD. 

• Write a ^od «fflnf fw your itofy, 

• Give your Btbzy a title. >: 

■ ■ ■ ■ ' J! 

£opyright^. iglq^Los Angeles Unified School District 



SCORING. KEY 



CONTENT 

1 , Wrl tes a 1 1 t ie. 



2. Describes characters, 

3^ Writes a story line that is 
appropriate for the picture. 

/ 

Includes an appropriite 
conclusion. 

5. Shows creat i v! ty and originality. 

FORM ^ 

6, Indents fi rst word of paragraph. 

7, CSpitaliiei first word of 
sentencesv . 

8. • Includes periods at the ends of 

sentences , 

9/ SpflTs .correctly/ . ' - 
10/ Writes legibly. 



SCORING^ CUiDE 



CONTENTi Students are to deicribt the picturtd inlfrals and write a story 
^ about the picture. They, art to include a strange or funny 
event, write a "good andingi" and give the story a title. 

1. WRITES A TITLE. ■ . 

3. The title Is appropriate and original, 

V^.^^ V 2. The tule is appropf i it^ji ^'\t uni mag! native (for 

examplai "The Race," or ^''Thw Animals"). 

1, The title is not relevant to the story or is not 
included* 

2. DESCRIBES CHARACTERS* 

,3. Both characters are included and their physica! 
appearances ire described* 

2, Both characters are inclyded, but the only 
descriptors included are the animals' names 
or types * 

K One or no characters are included* 

. 3, WRITES A STORV LINE THAT IS APPROPRIATE FOR THE PICTURE* [For 
example* the animals start the race; an event occurs that 
affects the animals or the rac6; i resolution concludas the 
race. ] ■ . ^ 

. 3,. Thtf. story Ifne is interesting and appropriata for 
the picture, .and the events are appropriately 
f sequenced, " ^ . 

2, The story line laclcs interest, but is appropriate, 
and mosf ^events are appropriately sequenced. 

The story line is not appropriate, and/or the 
^events are sequenced so that the story Is difficult ^ 
/ or impossible to understand, 

INCLUDES AN APPROPRIATE ^CONCLUSIONt , 

V3, A significant and interesting concl us ion is 
^ l^ncjuded, and It fits the story line, 

2, A conclusion is included, but It is not significant. 



1, A conclusion is not Included .or it is not 
appropriat©. 



CONTENT I (cofttinutd) 



5. ' SHOWS CREATI|VITY AND ORI Gl NAL ITY 

3. ' Color, ityle, ind/or content distinguish the ' 
story from other students' storlti, 

^ 2. The story is simi lar to other students' stories, 

6 

FORM: The form skills described belw are. Important to written 
composition. Scorirrf^uldel inei for these slcills are not 
precisely defined by numerical counts or values. Rather, 
they are dependent ^upon teacher judgment. Utiliiing teacher 
judgment rather than exact numerical criteria expedites the 
handscoring process and gives accurate relative scores, 

6. INDE^gS FIRST WORD OF PARAGRAPH. 

3* The first word is indented. 

1. The first word is not Indented. 

* ■ 

7. CAPITALIZES FIRST WORD OF SENTENCES. [Sentencei here include 
fragments that students percel ve as sentences.] 

J. All or most sentences have a capital letter for 
the first word^ , 

2. Some sentences have a capFtal letter for the first 
- " word. ^ . ~ 

K Many or all sentences do not have a capital letter 
/ ' r for the first word* 

8. INCLUDES PERIODS AT THE ENDS OF SENTENCES. [Sentences here 
include fragments that students perceive as sentence^. j 

^ 3. All or most sentence^ end with perio^dsfpr with 

other appropriate terminal punctuat ton, 

2, Some sentences end with periods or with other 
appropriate punctuation. 

1. Many or aTl sentencet do not end with periods or. 
other appropriate punctuatipn. 



SfELLS CORhSCTLY. 

3. Ail or most words are spel led correct ly. 
2. Several words are mlsspel ltd* ' . 

1. Only a few words are spglled correctly. 

Comment I Many mlispel 1 Ings of the sime word 

should be evaluated as one misspel ltd 
word. 

WRITES LEGIBLY. - 

3i Al 1 or most words are readable and have 
appropriate size, shape, spacingp and 
alignment* 

2. Many words are readable ^ and unreadable words 
do not Interfere with comprehension of content, 

1. Many words are unreadable so that content Is 
difficult or Imposslbit to read,^ 
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APPE'NOIX B 
GRADE 6 WRITING SAMPLE''' 



PROMPT ' 

Write Q ktter to s frimi. pmi^$ of the ktter is to 
convince your friend to watch your favorite telemwn 
program. 

• TaU your frimd that you thmk he m ^ould 
wat^ the programs 

• Give the nafflt of ^e propfuar i 

• TeU how the propam makes you feel whtn^ 
watdi it. Use tMCt words that d^cribe your ^ 
feeUnfi. 

• Give^two more good rMsons why your friend ^o\dd 
watch the program. 

• Ineludf all p«ti of a personal letter and put each of 
/iem in the right ptaw on the page. 

• Um good grasMtiM' and language. 

• Write complete senlencea? ^ 



-'Copyr i ght 



1 980 @ Los Angeles 



Unified 



School District 



SCORING KEY 



CONTENT ■ 

1* States a point of view.. 

2* Describes feelings In specific 
words, 

3. Ineludes raa&ons to support 
opinion. 

k. Includes content conventloffs 

appropriate for a personal letter, 

SA Shows creativity and prlginal ity. 

FORMAT " 

6- ^ Incjudes all Mparts of a personal 
; ' letter. . 

7. Places letter parts correctly, 
/. on the page, 

FORM 

8. Uses complete- sentences. 

, 9. Uies correct grammar. 

Capital izfs and 'punctuates 
correctly*. - 

Spel Is ^correctly . ' 

Wri tes. legibly and indents 
paragraphs. - , , 



11. 
12. 




^SCORING GUIDE 



CONTENT: Students ar© to write a latter to a frlsnd to convince that 
friend to watch thai r favorlta ttlevision program. They are 
to state their opinion of the named programp describe how the r 
p,rogram makes them feel, and give two nere reasons why the 
friend should watch it. 

1, STATES A POINT OF VIEW. ^ 

3. A point of vjew is stated* (For eKample, the student 
says he/she thinks the friend should watch a specific 
tel evi s 1 on -program. ) 

2. A statement of fact 5s given, t^or examplei the 
student says he/she watches a specific television , 
program. ) 

1. Neither* point of view nor statement of fact is 
included- ; ' ^ 

' : 2, DESCRIBES FEELINGS (N SPEC 1 Fl C WORDS , [For eKample, speci f I c 
words like -'happy-' rather than general words J Ike * 'good*' 
describe feelings.} ^ 

3. Fee) ings are described in speci fi c 'terms , 
.2. Feelings are described In general terms, 

1. Feelings are not described, • 

3. INCLUDES REASONS TO SUPPpRT/DPINlON [that friend should 
/f watch program], -. '• • ••• ' 

3* Two or more reasons are included* 

2, One reason is fncluded. - ^ V, — . . 

, 1 . No Reasons are included, ' ^ 

INCLUDES CONTENT CONVENTIONS APPROPRIATE FOR A PERSONAL LETTER 
^ [For example, faegins and ehds/with. audience atneni ties such as 
Nk^aying ''I hope to hearjfirom you soon" so that the composition 
..'^ rfc^ds like a letter ratfter than like an essay; uses the pronouns 

I /me and you . ] ^ , ^ , . i 

J, The content suggeits a personal letter,. 



2, Only part of the content suggests a personal * 
letter. , " ^ / ' , 

1, The content does not suggest a,.letter at il 1 . 



CONTENT I (continuad) 

5. SHOWS CREATIVITY AND ORIGINALITY. 

3. Color, ityle, Qontent distinguish the letter from 
other itudenti' letters. . 

2, The letter Is simMar to other itudents' letters. 



FORMAT: Studenti are to use the correct format for writing a parsonal 
letter., 

6, INCLUDES ALL PARTS OF A PERSONAL LETTERS, [Date, greeting, 
body, complimentary closing, signature; the sender-i address 
may' also be ?nc1uded above the date; for scoring this 
criterion, proper placement is Ignored^-iee number 7,] 

3. All or nearly all parts of the personal-letter 
format are included. • 

2. Some parts of the perionaHletter format are 
inci uded* 

1/ Few or no parts of the personaHletter format are 
included. 

7/ PLACES LETTER PARTS CORRECTLY ON THE PAGE [see parts above] , 

3. All or hear ly all letter parts are correctly 
placed. 

2. Some letter parts are norrectly placed, 

1, Few or no letter parts are correctly placed^ 
[This criterion Is also scored If no parts are 
Included. ] 



FORM: The form ski 1 U described below are important to the writing 

product,. Scoring guidelines for these skills are not precisely 
defined by numerical counts or values. Rather, they ire depen- 
dent upon teacher' J^udgment , Utilizing teacher Judgment rather 
than exact numerlcil criteria expedites the handscoring process 
and gives accurate re 1 at i ve ^corei . 

8, USES COMPLETE SENTENCES, 

3- Al 1 or most sentences are complete* 

2. Some sentences are complete.. 

K . Most sentences are fragments and/o^ run-ons, 

9. USES CORRECT GRAMMAR [for example, iubject-yerb agreement, 
pronoun form] , . ^ 

3. The letter has few or no grammaticil errors. 
2. The letter has some errors In grammar. 

1* The letter has many errors in grammar* 

10. CAPITALIZES AND PUNCTUATES CORRECTLY. 

3* The letter has few or no errors In capitalization 
and punctuition. 

2. The letter has some errors In cap? taUEat ion and 
punctuation. 

1, The letter has many errors in capitalization and 
punctuation* 

n. SPELLS CORRECTLY, 
\ 3* Most or all words are correct ly spel led. 

2. Several words are misspelled. 

1* Many words a^^e misspelled. 

Comment: Many misspellings of the s^^ word should 
be evaluated as one misspelled word. ^ 

12*^ WRITES LEGIBLY AND. INDENTS PARAGRAPHS [cursive writing, with 
appropriate size, shape, slanti spacing, alignment; paragraph 
i nde ntat ion] * 

3* The letter has few or no exceptions to the criterion* 
- 2, The letter has some exceptions to the criterion* 
i- The letter has many exceptions to the criterion* 



